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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE WILLIAM J. PERRY
REMARKS TO REPORTERS EN ROUTE TO MANAUS, BRAZIL, FROM WASHINCTON, D.C.
NOVEMBER 16, 1994 '

SECRETARY PERRY: Let me give you a few minutes on what this trip is all about.
We're here to develop and promote military cooperation with two major countries,
Argentina and Brazil. First of all 1 will be be discussing with officials of both countries on
regional sccurity issues. Examples of that are problems of terrorism, regional cooperation
in counter narcotics, regional cooperation in counterproliferation. And, finally in terms of
the specific regional security issues, we'll do some confidence building measures. So
those are some of the regional security issues.

In addition to that we'll be developing defense-to-defense relationships on a
bilateral basis with cach of those two countries. I'll be discussing joint exercises, a
military exchange program, and we have a small amount of bilateral activity in defense
materiel. They have requested to buy some US equipment. They have proposals in to sell
cquipment 1o the United States. 50 those are those buying and selling aspects undel sutne
discussion.

We have joint exercises we do with both countries and we’ll be discussing those
joint exercises and ] will be exploring ways of expanding joint exercises. ‘The major one
we have Underway right now — underway some years — is UNITAS, which is a joint naval
exercise which has been real useful in the past. It had a very practical utility when we
began the blockade of Haiti over a year ago. The Argentine ships who joined us were able
to move right in and gperate very effectively the first day with US naval ships because
they'd developed progedures for working together already as a result of these excrcises.

We’ll talk aboyt the possibility of joint peacekeeping operations. We have only
one joint operation underway today which is with the Argentincans in Haiti. But there’s a
potential for more of hose in the future.

Those are the defense issues I'm prepared to discuss. The Argentineans and the
Brazilians may be wagging to bring up to me issues of trade, economy, democratic
institutions and I"ll be happy, interested to discuss those issues. Those are not items I will
be proposing. Those p going to be items discussed with (insudible) meeting next month.

Q. Could you expand  little more on what equipment the Argentines and the Brazilians
have asked to buy and that you might be willing to sell them? And number two, how
serious is the United §tptes about the possibility of buying the Tucano or the Pampa?

SECRETARY PERRY: In terms of equipment, they want to buy from us, they have
requests in for the MGQA3 tank and the TOW. Both of those are being considered. I
don’thavewithmadacisiononthoseyet,hnla:pecttobﬁngthntoadecisionina
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matter of a few weeks so we can announce to them what the decision is going to bc on
those. The M60 is Brazil. The TOW is Argentina.

Now, we have heard news reports that both countries and other countrics are
interested in the F16. We don't have any formal requests for the F16. Nevertheless, to
the extent thosc news feports are correct, it’s quite possible they would bring up to me the
possibility of F16 sales. But that’s not anything I plan to be proposing to them. 1 would
respond to their questions if they come up. The F16, of course, like the M60, would have
to go through an intefagency review and have to be considered under our national
disclosure policy. So that would bea several month review before we could get a final
answer on the F16.

Q. But you would not rule that out?

SECRETARY PERRY: Iwould not rule it out, no. In any major weapon system like the
F16, we have a fairly pxplicit procedure for considering that. The first aspect of the
consideration is our fareign policy. The State Department weighs in very heavily on the
consideration of whetjyer such a sale would be compatible with our national secutity
considerations. In anj-of those weapons sales, the F16 in particular, there’s a
consideration of the ifpact it would have on the defense industrial base in the United
States. That would b’ # consideration, but a secondary consideration to the national
security and the foreign policy ramifications.

Q. And the possibilitg"‘pfbuyingthc Tucano and the Pampa?

SECRETARY PERRY: ElchcoumryisteamingwithmAmerimcompmywhichin
tumisgoingtobe—l;hinkit'ssixoompeﬁtorsintheJPATSProgram JPATS will be a
free and open competition. Theywﬂlhaveugood:chmeeumyoﬂwrtwnofwmning
that competition. Iwit}unphaﬁuwmemwmmbﬁngupﬂwqmions,muthiswﬂl
be a free and open cof jtion and nothing that I would want to do or should do to try to
influence that competi ’oneitherinfavorofthemoragainsuhem. They will have as good
achaneeusmyothergbmpmyofwhmingﬂmoompeﬁﬁon

Q. Change of sub]ect‘lOn the matter of defense readiness which has become a very hot
subject in Washington, do you subscribe to the Republican charges that the U.S. military is
suddenly an unready farce depleted by budget cuts in recent years?

SECRETARY PERRY: Of course not. I've discussed readiness with the media many
times and with the Cog . Let me state first of all that the readiness of the U.S.
military today is ',yveryhighmd,inpmicular,ouralertuuitsandthemobilized
unitsmatpeakrudipusashasbeendanonstrated the last two or three times we've had
1o call them to go intq gontingency operations. So I start out making that point.

The second poijnt is that, and I have testificd to this both to the Congress and the

media many times, thefe are problems that are tending to erode the readiness.



SEC DEF

Wel 1o NUV Y4 14:30 ru.l

)

a6

ol
[8

The first problem was that the Fiscal ‘94 budget was too thin in the support of O & M
[Operations and Maintenance.] We corrected that in the ‘95 budget and when | testitied
the “95 budget, I explained the reason we were increasing that level of funding even
though the force was going down relative to ‘94 is because I°d already concluded that the
Fiscal ‘94 readiness was not sufficiently high.

The second higtorical event was that we had several contingency operations that
came in at the very epd of the fiscal year - *94. When I went to the Congress and
requested supplemental funding for that, | pointed out that we were at the end of our O &
M funds in some of these categories and if they did not urge them to fund that
supplemental nnmedmely and told them the consequence of not funding immediately was
that we would have tp terminate some of the training exercises we had. I actually gave
them a list of exercises we would not be able to do if they did not fund them. They did
not fund them immedigtely. We do now have the funding for them. 1t came in after the
end of the fiscal yw,'pot intime. So we did have to cancel those exercises.

The Army dld that very judiciously. They canceled the exercises on the units
which were at the lowhst level of alert, of readiness. So three of those units ended up
being at the so-called:“C-3" as a result of not having the exercises at the appointed time.
So this was eomplcte!y' predictable. There was no surprise about this. We predicted it
two months ago. We gould not do those exercises if we did not get the supplemental in
time. We did not get ;be supplemental in time. Therefore, we didn’t do the exercises, and
thcrcfom,wehadtoogllthoseumtsasbangnmelowerlevelofmdums

Now, in terps pf fixing the problem, the Congress now has done their bit; they did
give us the suppl al. We've used that money then to reschedule exercises, but it will
take a couple of s to do them. In the meantime, weli be holding those units at a
lowerlevelofmqu; If we go out on a contingency operation, those are not the units
wewouldsendoutuyway

Q. Senator Dole seerpgd to suggest on CBS on Sunday that perhaps the United States --
or perhaps the Republicans think - should get out of the business of sending US military
to so many humanitarjan and peacekeeping operations where US national security is not
directly involved. Ca§'we keep doing that at current funding levels and still be able to
fight two major confligis at once?

SECRETARY PERRY: We can't do any major contingency operations at current funding
levels without getting jupplemental funding. Our budget does not have funds in it for
contingency operationj. We did, as you know, request contingency funding in the budget
of Fiscal ‘94 and Fnsc{“ ‘95. It was turned down by the Congress. Therefore, there is no
contingency funding i u} ‘the budget. Any major contingency operation we conduct we
would have to fund it, 'we would have to be reimbursed the funding on it, through
supplemental appropriations. So the Congress has a very simple and a direct way of
curtailing contingency operations by not ﬁmdmg those supplemental appropriations. We
believe that the wmmq operations we’ve gone on have been important for our
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national security. Thyt's why we have done them. We continue to believe that. We
continue to believe that they were supported.

Q. Do these reports "p'n readiness add any urgency to your Quality of Life initiatives that
you've proposed?

SECRETARY PERRY: They’re unrelated, totally unrelated. This was a very simple
issue, because we ran put of O & M funds the last two months of the year because of
these contingency opprations we had to cancel training. Therefore, thosc units didn’t
train. Therefore, we gall them C-3. It does not add to or subtract from a broader set of
probiems which haveo do with base housing, and day care centers, and things of that
sort. That’s a much ignger term problem and that initiative is intended to be dealing with
it on a long term basig.’

Q. ...when 1 asked yqu about contingency operations and being prepared to fight two
conflicts at once, are you saying that you can’t continue to take money for contingency
operations out of O & M accounts and still be prepared to fight two conflicts at once? Is
that cssentially what you..

SECRETARY PERRY: I'm saying that fighting two operations at once requires
mnintainingaeertain!';veloffomcmdwcﬂah;mdinessofforceamthatourbudget
submission for *95 ang our budget submission (inaudibie) did accommodate for that. But
mymnjoreonﬁngewfopenﬁonisnotinmehdgetandtha‘efomyoudeductthat,you
cither have to put in gipplemental funds to pay for that, then you have to take away funds
which were in the for doing the standard training. Therefore, you will degrade
your readiness to conguct any operation much less than two MRCs.

Q. Does the signing gf the peace accord in Angola coming up this Sunday is there any
plan for the Pentagon fo send over troops to help out over the humanitarian or
SECRETARY PERRY: We've made no such plans to do that. Idon’t have a request to
do that at this time. We have not done any contingency planning for that.

Y

Thank you.
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Perry denies cuts
hurt armed forces

By Charles Aldinger
REUTERS NEWS AGENCY .
MANAUS, Brazil — Defense
tary William Pe: ster-

day denied Republican charges _foreign-poli

t the US. arm orces
been weakened dangerously b
budget cuts but called on r(‘—,on-

gress to approve extra funds for
peacekeeping and humanitarian

operations.

Mr. Perry, beginning a six-day
South American trip to improve
U.S. military ties to Brazil and Ar-
gentina, spoke out on a growing
controversy in Washington over
the fighting readiness of the US.
military and the high cost of par-
ticipation in emergency non-
combat operations such as

Rwanda and Haiti.
He said Brazil had asked to buy

M-60A3 tanks from US. military
stocks and that Argentina wanted
TOW anti-armor missiles made by

_General Motors.
In a surprise statement, Mr

Perry also told reporters traveling
witE Eim that he would not rule out

the sale of such sophisticated war-

_planes as the Fi‘g attack aircralt
to Latin American nations, al-
though approval for such a sale
would have to pass_stringent
controls.

-] would not rule it out,” he said,
signaling a change in Washington’s
previous reluctance to sell such
sophisticated jets to Chile and
other countries that have rejected
military rule and chosen demo-
cratic governments.

On the readiness issue, he said,
“Cet me state first of all that the
_Teadiness of the U.S. military to-

day is generally very high. And, in

particular, our alert units and our
mobilized units are at peak readi-
ness, as was demonstrated the last
two or three times we have had to
call them to go into contingency

operations.”
_But Mr. Perry said Congress re-

fused toinclude funding for peace-
in erations in the fiscal
1994 and 1995 regular Pentagon
budgets and that approval for con-
tingency funds on a case-by-case sions ha een badly weak
basis is required. by more than $1.7 billion in
_“An I contingency opera- unplanned spending-
tion_is not in the budget. And, In Washington yesterday, Gen.
therefore, if you conduct that, you John Shalikashvili, chairman of
_either have to put in supplemental  the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said U.S.

But Tuesday, he acknowledged
in a letter to Congress that at least

three of the US. Army’s 12 divi-
ve b badl ened

Republicans, who won a smasli-
ing victory in elections last week,
have charged that the world's most

sapped by several vears of deep

“Qf gp_ux:s.g not”” Mr. Perry shot

back when asked if those accusa-

tions were correct.

_funds to pay for that, or you have military readiness is central to the
_to take away_funds which we have
in the budget for the standard
thing,” he said.

“And, _therefore, you will de-
_grade vour readiness to conduct

administration strategy of being
strong enough to fight two re-
gional wars nearly simultaneously
— in Korea and the Persian Gulf,
for example, the Associated Press
reported.

“Were we satisfied in dealing
with only one regional issue at a
time, we would in fact become a
regional power,” Gen. Shalikash-
vili said. “And it wouldn't take very
long for our adversaries, like Sad-
dam Hussein, to understand when
our hands were tied in some other
part of the world.”



